Appl. No. 10/678,867 

Response dated December 23, 2004 

Reply to Office Action of October 1 , 2004 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-6, 10, 13-17 and 21-27 remain in the application. Of these, claims 
1-6, 10 and 13-17 stand rejected; claims 7-9, 11, 12 and 18-20 have been canceled; 
claims 21-26 have been allowed; and claim 27 is newly presented. Support for 
newly presented claim 27 is found in the specification, at least, in paragraphs [0017]- 
[0022], and in FIGS. 3 and 5. 

Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the limitations of original claims 7, 
9 & 1 1 therein. Claims 2, 3, 5 & 6 have been amended to better place their 
limitations on the circuit card being claimed. Claim 10 has been amended to change 
its dependency in light of other amendments. Claim 13 has been amended to 
incorporate the limitations of original claims 18-20, as well as limitations similar to 
those found in original claims 9 & 1 1 . 

None of the above amendments are believed to add new matter. 

1 . Claim Objections 

The Examiner objects to the form of claims 2-6 in that they are inconsistent 
with claim 1. That is, the Examiner asserts that claim 1 claims a "circuit card" while 
claims 2-6 set forth limitations on the apparatus to which the circuit card of claim 1 
connects. As amended, claims 2-6 now place their limitations on the "circuit card" of 
claim 1. 

The Examiner also objects to claim 1 1 . However, this objection is moot, as 
this claim has been cancelled. 
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2. Rejection of Claims 1 and 13 Under 35 USC 102(b) 

Claims 1 and 13 stand rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Butterfield et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,205,753; hereinafter "Butterfield"). 

Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the limitations of original claims 7, 
9 & 1 1; and claim 13 has been amended to incorporate the limitations of original 
claims 18-20, as well as limitations similar to those found in original claims 9 & 1 1 . 
As amended, these claims are believed to be allowable over the teachings of 
Butterfield. The Examiner admits on page 5 of his Office Action (2 nd paragraph) that, 
". . .Butterfield discloses substantially the claimed invention except for a cam plate 
(66) instead of a lever." 

3. Rejection of Claims 2-6 and 14-17 Under 35 USC 103(a) 

Claims 2-6 and 14-17 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Butterfield, as applied to claims 1 and 13 above, in view of Coale 
et. al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,148,352; hereinafter "Coale"). 

Claims 2-6 and 14-17 are believed to be allowable over the combination of 
Butterfield and Coale at least for the reason that they depend from claim 1 or 13, and 
because Coale fails to disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 13 that are missing 
from Butterfield (see argument in Section 2, supra), 

4. Rejection of Claims 1. 10 and 13 Under 35 USC 103(a) 

The Examiner originally rejected claims 7-11,19 and 20 under 35 USC 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Butterfield in view of Grimes et. al. (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,698,937; hereinafter "Grimes"). However, in light of Applicants 1 amendments, the 
Examiner's rejection now applies to claims 1,10 and 13. 
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With respect to Applicants' claim 7 (now incorporated into claim 1), the 
Examiner asserts that: 

. . .Butterfield discloses substantially the claimed invention except for a 
cam plate (66) instead of a lever. Grimes teaches that a lever (26) is an art 
recognized equivalent structure for a cam plate. Therefore, because these 
two moving mechanisms were art-recognized equivalents at the time the 
invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to substitute of [sic] the cam plate for the lever to avoid accidental 
disconnection by the moving mechanism. 

10/1/2004 Office Action, p. 5, 2 nd paragraph. 

As an initial matter, Applicants note that the Examiner does not indicate where 
Grimes teaches the art-recognized equivalence of a cam plate and a lever. 
Applicants have reviewed Grimes and cannot find such a teaching. What Grimes 
discloses is a cam-action optical connector mechanism 20 comprising a first member 
26 and a second member 28, each of which rotates about a different fixed post 27. 
See col. 4, lines 1-10. As the second member 28 rotates about its fixed post 27, the 
end of the second member 28 moves within an aperture 29 in the child board 16, 
thereby causing linear movement of the child board 16 and jack receptacles 31 . See 
Col. 4, lines 52-56. 

According to www.heperdictionary.com, Webster's 1913 Dictionary defines 
"cam" as "[a] turning or sliding piece which, by the shape of its periphery or face, or a 
groove in its surface, imparts variable or intermittent motion to, or receives such 
motion from, a rod, lever, or block brought into sliding or rolling contact with it." A 
cam and lever are therefore not equivalent. 

Even assuming, arguendo, that it is proper to combine Butterfield's and 
Grimes' teachings, such a combination does not yield the invention of Applicants' 
claim 1 . That is, such a combination does not teach movement of a connector that is 
electrically coupled to a movable printed circuit board. Rather, Butterfield merely 
teaches movement of "a retainer plate 90, which is attached to the plate 78 by 
screws 92". Sandwiched between Butterfield's plates 78 and 90 are ribbon cables 
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42. See col. 4, lines 29-31 . Applicants note that the part-count of such a 
mechanism is far greater than the part-count of their printed circuit board. Although 
Grimes teaches the use of a movable child board 16, Grimes does not disclose or 
suggest that the child board 16 may be a printed circuit board through which signals 
are routed. Rather, Grimes merely teaches that optical connectors and cables may 
be coupled to the child board 1 6. For the Examiner to assume that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have thought to connect a printed circuit board to a movable 
connector, when neither Butterfield nor Grimes teach or suggest this, is mere 
speculation and improper. 

Applicants' amended claim 1 is believed to be allowable over the combined 
teachings of Butterfield and Grimes at least for the above reasons. Applicants' claim 
10 is believed to be allowable at least for the reason that it depends from claim 1 . 
Applicants' claim 13 is believed to be allowable for reasons similar to why claim 1 is 
believed to be allowable. 



5. Allowed Claims 21-26 and New Claim 27 

Applicants thank the Examiner for allowing claims 21-26. 

Claim 27 is newly presented. Applicants' claim 27 is similar to Applicants' 
claim 21, but focuses on a single storage device rather than plural, stacked storage 
devices. Claim 27 is believed to be allowable over Butterfield, Coale and Grimes for 
the same reasons that claim 21 has been allowed over these references. 
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6. Conclusion 



Given the above Amendment and Remarks, Applicants respectfully request 
the issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 



Respectfully submitted, 
DAHL & OSTERLOTH, L.L.P. 



By: 

Gregory W. Osterloth 
Reg. No. 36,232 
Tel: (303)291-3204 
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